This paper presents findings from a study which explored the ways in which postsecondary educators in British Columbia are reforming their teaching and learning practice as result of open education. Using a phenomenological approach with selfidentifying open education practitioners we explore how openness is being enacted through learning design. Structuration theory is used as a theoretical lens to explore innovations to pedagogy through three modalities, which include facilities, norms, and interpretive schemes. The analysis identifies how participants in this study draw upon these modalities to support openness in their teaching. The findings suggest that open educational resources and practices can support learner-centered educational designs and should be considered design technologies, those that have the capacity to enhance teaching and learning practice; rather than simply content delivery technologies, those that influence the cost and access to education.
Introduction
For researchers interested in the ways in which open education is impacting teaching and learning practices of individuals, it has been suggested that "openness is the enemy of knowability" (Beetham, 2011, p. 7) . This is due in part to the unseen, unreported, flexible, and unstandardized ways in which open educational resources (OER) are accessed and used (Harley, 2008; Pulker & Calvi, 2013; Weller, de los Arcos, Farrow, Pitt, & McAndrew, 2015) . Researching the impact of openness on teaching and learning practices represent an even greater challenge, as gaining access to classrooms and digital learning environments, combined with the inherent considerations around data protection and privacy create a challenging landscape for conducting research (Weller et al., 2015) . Consequently, a number of scholars have suggested more qualitative empirical research is needed to understand the phenomenon (Beetham, Falconer, McGill, & Littlejohn, 2012; Borthwick & Gallagher-Brett, 2014; Camilleri, Ehlers, & Pawlowski, 2014; Littlejohn & Hood, 2016; Pitt, 2015) .
This paper builds upon a recently published paper in which faculty members describe how and why they are using open education to guide their pedagogical designs (Paskevicius & Irvine, 2019) . The purpose of this paper is to further contribute to the literature by detailing how open educators are changing their teaching and learning in a practical way. To investigate this, interviews were conducted with faculty members in British Columbia, who describe changing their pedagogical approaches in pursuit of open education. We begin with a review of related literature, present the study's research questions and methods, then present the results and provide a discussion of the findings.
Relevant literature
The terms open pedagogy, open educational practices, open teaching, or open practices are often used interchangeably and have been defined as "the next phase in OER development, which will see a shift from a focus on resources to a focus on OEP being a combination of open resources use and open learning architectures to transform learning" (Camilleri & Ehlers, 2011, p. 6) . Open educational practices (OEP) have been defined as those teaching and learning practices enabled and supported by the open movement, either in making use of OER, engaging learners with the practices associated with open education, creating opportunities for learners to engage openly themselves,, or making our professional practice more accessible. The Cape Town Open Education Declaration (2007) Scholars have argued that research on openness in education should focus less on access and use of digital content, and more so on the impact of openness in supporting innovative educational practices (Jung, Bauer, & Heaps, 2017; Kimmons, 2016; OPAL, 2011) . Among the open education community, the recent turn to interest in open pedagogy has generated an increase in discussion around how openness could support changes to teaching and learning. By exploring a broader notion of openness in education, we shift the focus to the practices that are possible when using openly licensed and adaptable content and resources (Deimann & Farrow, 2013) . The shifting focus of discourses from OER towards open practices represents an optimistic advancement of the field, as this represents a change from developing and releasing OER content and materials to researching their impact on educators' practices (Weller et al., 2015) . As found with the costly learning object repository movement, educational technology initiatives should support and report on practices and processes rather than considering content in isolation from practice (Friesen, 2009) .
Scholars have suggested a movement towards OEP provides an impetus for innovative teaching and learning processes, resulting in new conceptualizations of the roles and practices of both educators and learners (Lane & McAndrew, 2010; Littlejohn & Hood, 2016; Porter, 2013) . Some scholars suggest that faculty should be encouraged to design assignments which involve learners in the creation and adaptation of OER (Jhangiani, Pitt, Hendricks, Key, & Lalonde, 2016) . Engaging learners in the production of OER levels the faculty-learner relationship by engaging learners as co-producers of knowledge (Masterman, 2016) . In designing learning that can be shared with others, faculty are better able to view one another's learning designs and approaches, providing greater diffusion of innovation. In this way, engaging with open education has been posited to be a catalyst for pedagogical innovation in higher education, specifically for those not classically educated in pedagogy.
As previously mentioned, both researchers and practitioners have defined the impact of openness in education in various ways. In the field, the terms used to describe these practices vary, and (Andrade et al., 2011; Banzato, 2012; Carey, Davis, Ferreras, & Porter, 2015; Cronin, 2017; Paskevicius, 2017; Rolfe, 2017; Stagg, 2014 Stagg, , 2017 . Open pedagogy is more focused on the impact of openness on teaching and learning practice, essentially how one engages with learners (Hegarty, 2015; Hodgkinson-Williams & Gray, 2009; Wiley, 2017) . Wiley (2017) and Wiley and Hilton III (2018) offered the term OER-enabled pedagogy, describing the activities made possible when using OER. The term open educators has also been used to describe those that take up openness in various aspects of their teaching practice (Nascimbeni & Burgos, 2016) . Others have described OEP in relation to learner activity specifically, and how it affords greater personalization, autonomy, and self-regulation on the part of learners (Ehlers, 2011; Kaatrakoski, Littlejohn, & Hood, 2017) . OEP have also been defined as teaching and learning activities where both "resources are shared by making them openly available and pedagogical practices are employed which rely on social interaction, knowledge creation, peer learning, and shared learning practices" (Ehlers, 2013, p. 94) .
Despite the advancements in educational technologies, many faculty members teaching in higher education continue to operate as they did in the past (Bates et al., 2017; McGoldrick, Watts, & Economou, 2015) . However, there are educators, albeit a minority, that are beginning to use open technologies and knowledge in ways that impact their pedagogy. Some educators make shifts where their previously closed teaching environments influence their open education design. The most common example, especially now that the internet enables access to a wealth of information and knowledge ubiquitously (Yuan, MacNeill, & Kraan, 2008) , includes making use of OER as part of the curriculum, thereby facilitating more reasonable access to course materials instead of those purchased commercially from a publisher at a high cost. In contrast, others have advocated for open access to be more influential on their closed teaching environments, shifting the scope of participation of learners, experts, and community members within and beyond the classroom. For example, expanding the access of traditionally face-to-face classes to consider both synchronous and asynchronous modalities as well as open access to engage learners, which ultimately can shift the closed discourse and fundamentally expand the sphere of participation to include open learners through blogging, video conferencing, and social media (Irvine, Code, & Richards, 2013) .
Open pedagogy is so much more than adopting OER, such as open textbooks, which essentially represents a change to the resource used as part of the curriculum, while not necessary resulting in changes in pedagogy. What open pedagogy affords, in contrast to closed pedagogical approaches, is an increase in autonomy on the part of the learner, both in terms of the resources they use to support their learning and the software, services, and platforms they choose to create and share their works. A diversity of resources, from a variety of perspectives can be achieved by accessing knowledge and resources from a variety of perspectives and authors, as opposed to the single textbook model, which is still commonly used in many university courses. Learners may also be invited to contribute resources to enhance the discourse, creating opportunities for discussion, and promoting peer review. Additionally, open pedagogy puts greater emphasis on learners selecting the service and platforms they use to share their creative works, allowing these to be presented in the form and format they choose, leveraging the open internet to showcase and gather feedback on the work. Again this differs from the traditional centralized approach, where learners' creations are stored in a platform directed by the faculty member, most commonly a learning management system, a toolset characterized by its closed, rigid, over functioned, and inflexible nature (van Mourik Broekman, Hall, Byfield, Hides, & Worthington, 2014) . The physical and digital boundaries created by these environments often determine the available pedagogies and control access (Dron, 2016; Lane, 2009 ). An open pedagogical approach should allow learners to have more control of their digital works and be able to take them with them as they leave formal education.
Theoretical framework
The phenomenon associated with open education remain under-theorized in the literature, which represents both a challenge and opportunity for further research (Bulfin, Henderson, & Johnson, 2013; Howard & Maton, 2011; Knox, 2013; Veletsianos, 2015) . There exists an opportunity to develop new theory, as well as to connect the phenomenon associated with open education to existing theory from education, learning sciences, and pedagogical research. Much of the literature has focused on case studies, strategies for implementation, and broad approaches to institutional change which do not draw upon or develop theory. A significant amount of the empirical work reviewed makes no mention of a theoretical base (Beaven, 2013; De Los Arcos, Farrow, Perryman, Pitt, & Weller, 2014; Jhangiani et al., 2016; Masterman, 2016; Masterman & Wild, 2011; Petrides, Jimes, Middleton-Detzner, Walling, & Weiss, 2011; Pitt, 2015) . Further, critical studies which examine the pedagogical and educational implications of the use of OER and engagement in OEP are even less common (Knox, 2013) . Empirical studies which attempt to develop theory include those using communities of practice (Harris & Higgison, 2003; Koohang & Harman, 2007; Tosato & Bodi, 2011) , activity theory (Alevizou, 2012; Paskevicius, 2011; Paskevicius & Hodgkinson-Williams, 2018; Porter, 2013) , and more recently social realist theory to investigate engagement in OEP (Cox, 2016; Cronin, 2016) .
In the present study, structuration theory is used as a lens for the analysis, which emphasises how technology usage is both under the influence of, and at the same time contributing to, the shaping of the social practices in an organizational setting (Halperin, 2016; Orlikowski, 2000) . The theory offers a useful heuristic by framing the role of individuals as being actively involved in the enactment of social practices which constitute and replicate structure over time. Social structures are therefore reproduced through human activity, while at the same time structuring and informing activity. Individuals apply their knowledge, available tools, facilities, and habits to structure their current action and in doing so, recursively instantiate and thus reconstitute the rules and resources that structure future social action (Orlikowski, 2000) . Structured social practices are institutionalized or normalized when they become routinized over time and acknowledged as commonplace (Giddens & Dallmayr, 1982) . However, a key component of the theory is that "the seed of change is there in every act which constitutes towards the reproduction of an 'ordered' form of social life" (Giddens, 1993, p. 108) . As such, individuals always have the option to enact new practices in their activities defying structural perceptions and enacting innovation. Structuration theory defines the structural elements of social systems as a set of modalities which form resources mediating social activity which include: interpretive schemes, drawing on a subjects' knowledge, beliefs, and assumptions about learning as well as their perceptions of technology in aiding learning (Halperin, 2016) ; facilities, including technology, land, or infrastructure being employed; and norms, which include the common practices, protocols, and etiquette common for the social context (Aktaruzzaman & Plunkett, 2016) . A visual model of the theory, situated in the content of OEP, is presented in Fig. 1 .
The Clark versus Kozma debate on educational media was also used to frame this study. Clark (1994) delineated between 'delivery technologies,' those that influence the cost and access to education, and 'design technologies,' which include the practices and environments that enhance learning. He argued that the instructional strategy was far more significant than the type of medium being used. OER may be considered 'delivery technologies' which impact the cost and ways in which we access knowledge. Kozma (1994) argued that rather than exploring how, or if, different forms of educational media impact learning, we investigate the ways in which we can use the capabilities and affordances of specific media to influence learning. The debate is helpful when scrutinizing innovation in the context of OER use. If no changes to pedagogy occur when OER is used, OER simply represents a new form of 'delivery technology' rather than one that has the potential to impact the design of learning experiences. Clark argued that where no significant difference exists in the learning outcomes between two forms of media, the least expensive solution is the obvious choice (Clark, 1994) . It seems fairly obvious that both faculty and learners would choose an accessible and affordable text over an expensive one, where no significant difference exists in the quality of these resources. In this study, we therefore investigate changes to design enacted through OEP.
Methods
For the purposes of this study, the term OEP was used in framing the research questions, engaging with participants, and in the presentation of the research. Ultimately, the goal of the research was to investigate how faculty are bringing aspects of openness into their practice, through their pedagogical designs, and in how they talk about using OEP to engage with students. A qualitative approach is used to capture the experiences of participants, to better understand meaning formation through and as part of culture, and to discover themes among this population through a process of discovery (Corbin & Strauss, 2008 ). An empirical phenomenological approach is used to investigate the personal social construction and 'lifeworld' human experience of individuals engaging with OEP (Giorgi, 1997; Gray, 2014) . This research was subjected to ethical review by the British Columbia (BC) Ethics Harmonization Initiative and was approved prior to data collection.
In this study, we investigate the lived experiences of 11 educators who describe actively changing their pedagogical practice due to their engagement with open education. Participants were purposefully selected based on their situational ability to reflect on their experiences relating to their engagement with OEP (Creswell, 2012; Horsburgh, 2003; Kruger, 1988) . All but two participants were working at research-intensive universities in B.C., six of the participants were working in research-focused faculty positions, while five maintained teaching-focused roles. Details of the participants in the study are presented in Table 1 .
Participants were interviewed using synchronous video through the Zoom online meeting service. The interviews lasted on average for 1 h and were audio recorded for transcription and analysis. Participation in the research was voluntary and participants were informed that they could withdraw from the study at any time. Interview transcripts were imported into NVivo for qualitative analysis. A full reading of all the transcripts was conducted twice, initially for a holistic analysis, then to begin thematic analysis. A structured analytical approach guided the analysis of phenomenological data, first through a process of bracketing in which the beliefs and assumptions of the researcher are articulated through rigorous self-reflection (Creswell, 2013; Hein & Austin, 2001 ). Giorgi (1997) describes this as seeking to freshly encounter the phenomenon, describing it precisely as experienced and described by the individual.
Results
Many of the OEP learning designs represented in this study draw upon existing strategies for learning design, including social-constructivism, peer-review, inquiry driven assessment, and ongoing formative feedback. For those with extensive experience researching education theory, learning design, or pedagogy, these practices may not resonate as new and emerging. However, the availability of new and emerging technologies provides refined tools for enacting these principles in learning design, and providing opportunities for faculty to change their practices, employing principles of sound learning design, under the guise of OEP. This may lead to new norms and interpretations of how we design learning and conduct teaching and learning in higher education.
Facilities supporting OEP
Faculty in higher education have a myriad of technologies available to use in their practice. Most commonly, the LMS is the default tool for engaging with learners and facilitating learning in higher education, but increasingly more open technology tools are becoming available as well. Many faculty gravitate towards using the LMS as a consequence of its availability (Bennett, Dawson, Bearman, Molloy, & Boud, 2016) . However, an increasing number of tools exist online which can be taken up in the practice of teaching and learning (Bower, 2016) . The way that faculty make use of these tools in the practice of teaching and learning can be driven by various motives. Faculty in this study largely describe being driven by a spirit of openness, which guided their use of technologies in practice. They described doing so for several reasons; to promote access to knowledge, to engage with communities, and to get learners critically engaging with public knowledge. In order to be successful in achieving these goals, educators require an understanding of the affordances of emerging open tools, digital and network literacies, as well as pedagogical knowledge for enacting open education. Throughout the study, participants described how they were making use of technology to support their engagement with OEP. Their approaches to using technology were largely nascent and not necessarily a consequence of the technologies inherent design. Participants were motivated by a variety of factors which prompted their use of technology to achieve those goals. From a structuration standpoint, participants appropriated some of the structures presented in available educational technologies in order to enact OEP (Orlikowski, 2000) . This enactment relies upon their understanding of the perceived rules and available resources shaped by their pre-existing knowledge and past engagements with these technologies. Through regularised practice, their perceptions of the interpretive schemes, rules, and facilities iteratively structured their ongoing interaction with the technology (Halperin, 2016) . This study has revealed some of the situational and local factors supporting the learning design strategies of faculty using educational technologies to support OEP. The emergent learning designs described in this study are both under the influence of, and contributing to, the shaping of teaching and learning practices in higher education. Through in-use design, where innovators experiment with new learning designs and approaches, they concurrently contribute to reshaping and establishing new approaches to using technology in teaching and learning. (Halperin, 2016) . The structuration practice lens approach suggests that: "rather than starting with the technology and examining how actors appropriate its embodied structures, this view starts with human action and examines how it enacts emergent structures through recurrent interaction with the technology at hand" (Orlikowski, 2000, p. 407) . Open technologies including content, software, and licenses afford individuals greater possibilities for action. As these open technologies are characterized as networked, modular, reusable, shareable, and remixable, they afford designers a highly flexible and open-ended quality, amenable to a wide variety of uses and adaptations over time. One additional advantage of working more openly involves the adoption of open standards, allowing a learner more options to export both the literacies gained in using open technologies, as well as being able to take their work with them for personal pursuits.
Inherently, the use of technology by faculty for teaching and learning can be considered a shared practice. That fact that most educational technologies are selected, administered, and directed individually by the faculty member does not change their shared nature (Halperin, 2016) . Whether learners work within a physically shared software system, such as a multi-author publishing platform; or are tasked with creating individual domains or reflective writing spaces, they still operate within a collective at least for the duration of the course. Various collaborative software tools were instrumental in mediating these experiences, including Wordpress, Open Journal Systems, Hypothes.is, Google Docs, and even the LMS, which was often used for coordinating, planning, and preparing for an OEP learning design. The various combinations and configurations for using these tools were selected by the faculty member based on their availability and appropriateness to support the design. Additionally, various creative software tools were important to support flexible forms of digital media. These included video authoring and editing tools, software for creating podcasts, portfolios, digital editions, textbooks, or other ancillary resources.
As participants reflected on their experience engaging learners with openness, a distinction emerged between the ways we might engage with more open practices as part of learning design. This distinction is drawn between how we consider openness in terms of the ways in which we source materials for our own designs, how we compile and build our own resources, and how we use open tools and resources as a means of communicating and sharing more openly. This seems to imply at least three distinct approaches to openness around pedagogy: the exploration of open resources, explicitly building openness into the process of designing learning resources and artefacts, and openness as an approach to publishing. These three types of openness are not mutually exclusive and may be combined as part of a learning activity. The three categories of openness are represented in Fig. 2 .
Throughout the research, these three types of openness did not necessarily transpire together, as participants brought aspects of these approaches into their teaching and learning in various ways. We found synergies with the idea of parsing out specific components of openness in Clark's dichotomy between design and delivery technologies (Clark, 1991 (Clark, , 1994 . It may be helpful for practitioners to consider openness in learning design by considering how it impacts design and delivery independently, while recognizing that increasingly, these are merging within popular digital and social media technologies.
The first category, exploring open resources, involves bringing awareness to learners about the availability of OER, open copyright licenses, online repositories, and techniques and strategies for locating OER. Additionally, as represented in two of the learning designs described in this study, this provides an opportunity to critically assess the source of materials, investigate authorship, and vested interest. Working with OER as source material also provides an opportunity for individuals to practice working with digital media; selecting, copying, editing, adapting, and remixing materials as needed to construct their own works. This represents an analysis task, which necessarily precedes a design task, requiring learners to engage closely with open sources of information, make decisions about how they scrutinize, compile, and present information, and consider how they could build new knowledge resources. It is important that learners recognize that they are working with OER and have an understanding of what that makes possible under an open license. This may require faculty to be explicit to learners when they are using OER as a knowledge resource, drawing attention to open licenses, and making clear the possibilities for repurposing the resource because of the affordances provided through the open license.
The second category, openness by design, involves engaging with the tools, resources, and practices for creating resources that can be legally shared openly. This is done by using legally reusable source material, properly attributing content creators, and designing resources in open formats. These resources may or may not be shared in the end, but they are created in a way that would allow them to be shared openly once complete. Furthermore, these resources may be initially shared locally, on a user's hard drive, or within a closed learning environment; they may not be developed in the open. Openness by design implies a set of tools, techniques, and literacies for the design of digital media which can be shared openly. The author of the resource makes an informed choice if they wish to share their work more widely by moving on to open publishing. Should they make the decision to share their work, the resource will have been designed in a way that it can then be openly shared. Should they decide not to share, the resource may remain offline or in a password protected environment but still technically could be revised by another individual. The third approach involves individuals publishing their reflections, engaging in peer review, and contributing resources more broadly on the open web. In some cases, this is done not by creating standalone resources that might be considered OER, but rather in the form of reflective practice, blogging, or journaling. This may be motivated by the opportunity to share learners' work more widely, invite peer review, or engage the community. Additionally, open publishing could be used as a way to share the creations developed through the exploration of open resources or openness by design. In this way, open publishing can take on many forms, from reflective blogs to collections of resources. Open publishing requires more explicit attention to what is being shared, to avoid the oversharing of personal or identifiable information. Using Clark's (1994) terminology, this may be considered a delivery technology, which is enhanced by realtime access, formative peer or instructor evaluation, and community engagement. Increasingly, learners can design resources within delivery technologies, for example creating and combining resources together on a website. Alternatively, the website may be used as a means to deliver a resource, which may have been authored in another program, for presentation on the web.
For several participants, the goal for using OEP learning designs was the development of resources which could be shared in the open, in other cases the goal was to locate, scrutinize, and review open resources. Analysis and review of OER could precede an activity where learners are tasked with adapting or building upon the resources they have found. In a third case, learners were tasked with starting directly with open publishing, often in the forms of reflective blogs or portfolios.
If the starting point is to assess and review OER or build resources which could be shared as such, much of the development work can happen in private, allowing learners to work incrementally towards openness, perhaps first working in a private space, then making their work more available for review. Learners must be skilled in the open literacies which enable them to build digital media that could be shared openly if they choose to do so. So, it is possible to have learners working within a closed environment to develop open resources. This is different to what is most commonly happening today, where learners are developing resources within closed learning environments without consideration for copyright or open sharing. These resources can end up being both legally and technically impossible to share, while trapped within a closed learning environment. Furthermore, learners may lose access to the resources they have created, the discussions they have contributed to, and other artefacts of their learning which are removed from the LMS as their courses end.
Where learners are tasked with open publishing, they are often invited to work in the open from the beginning. Again, open and network literacies are crucial for learners to work appropriately in this way. It is possible for learners to source or use copyright resources on an open platform, which could constitute a copyright violation. Learners also need an awareness of how to share digital media openly while using appropriate formats so that others can make use of their work, if that was the intent. Some of the permeations represented through this parsing out of openness are represented in Fig. 3 . Figure 3 displays common ways in which learners create and distribute learning artefacts and resources through the OEP learning designs represented in this study. Faculty largely encouraged learners to create resources, designed in a way that could be openly shared. These may be developed by learners while not being shared openly, either on the learner's local machine or within a password protected environment. This is represented in the upper left quadrant, and required learners to source material with open copyright, appropriately cite sources, and use web-ready open formats. These resources, while not necessarily shared immediately, have the potential to be shared at any time at the learners' discretion, represented in the upper right quadrant. An alternative approach represented in the lower left quadrant, is in designing learning artefacts and resources which do not use OEP as a design approach. These works may include copyright restricted materials or other source materials that could make them inappropriate for sharing openly. Learners may very well choose to share these works openly, but in doing so they may be violating copyright or exhibiting improper practice by doing so.
In addition to open technologies being widely available at their institutions, many faculty members reflected on the other facilities used to support their work engaging with OEP. These included grants, which allowed them to focus time and money towards changing their pedagogical practices. When grants, specifically aimed at supporting pedagogical innovation, are made available, faculty can use these to make change, reflect on that experience, and share the innovation more widely at their institution or among their colleagues. Not all cases studied required grant funding, and many had engaged with pedagogical innovation without additional resources. Partnerships at the university can also be integral to supporting change. Olivia reflected on her experience working in partnership with colleagues: I would not be doing any open pedagogy of any kind if other members of the university community hadn't invited me to do so. Which is to say that, like, it came from community service learning at the [institution], and it comes from the library here, and it's almost entirely been driven by, sort of, invitations to experiment, or invitations to collaborate that came from those people. And that is in part because I don't know if I would have known those resources existed otherwise but also because it is too much work to take on as a single person to, sort of, reinvent the wheel. I think those partnerships have been really, really, key.
Both the library and teaching and learning support centres were frequently cited as helpful facilities supporting innovation. Partnerships with individuals who work in service departments such as the library or teaching and learning centre, allow faculty to get support and guidance from individuals who bring expertise from across campus. Another support cited which may be relevant to supporting OEP, is that of the community outreach office, responsible for supporting student work that is embedded in the community or through partnership with industry. These offices can be integral to coordinating student work in the community, ensuring it meets community needs, is conducted with the appropriate community partners, and has the required support. Community outreach centres can support OEP, potentially supporting greater impact in the community, by forging connections between community partners and learners, ensuring the work they do meets a community need. Many of the participants in this study had made connections between OEP and community engagement, however, not all had coordinated with a community outreach centre at their institution. For some, the connection between OEP and community engagement was not entirely clear, as Alice reflected:
What about community-based learning? Is this an open practice because in some sense you're opening the doors of the classroom? Right? You're connecting with people outside. And the way that we had discussed open practices as connecting, it sounded like it was. So, then that might involve if you define that as an open practice that might involve a lot more people because there's a lot of community-based learning, or community-engaged learning. I don't know if you think, you know, community connections count as open practice, but it's just something that came to us as a colleague and I were talking recently.
Community-engaged learning can be considered a significant component of OEP, further enhanced by the deliberate capturing, curating, and sharing of those activities more widely. This can be useful for displaying and promoting the work learners do in the community, while also providing a resource for future learners to sustain community engagement activities. By detailing and sharing their activities, future learners can develop further those community engagement activities, rather than starting from scratch. Olivia commented on the challenge in trying to coordinate these relationships alone, especially if each learner has a different community partner, "I would have to be tracking down those organizations, communicating with them, convincing them to work with the university, facilitating the relationship." OEP initiatives which impact community partnerships may require additional support to ensure the results are incremental and deemed positive for the learners, faculty, and community.
Norms supporting OEP
Faculty members in higher education have are faced with several routine and normalized modes and methods for conducting teaching in learning. Several of these norms were challenged as they engaged with OEP. Firstly, participants in this study described the importance of building in new digital literacies required to create open resources and use networks appropriately as part of the curriculum. These emergent open and network literacies may be established as new norms and expectations for learners in the information age, and have been referenced as motivators for OEP by previous researchers (Cronin, 2017; Kimmons, 2016; Masterman, 2016; Masterman & Wild, 2011) . However, as evidenced in the literature and reflected in this study, these open and network literacies are not often well established in learners, even as they enter higher education. How will learners develop open and network literacies if we only engage them in using the LMS, an environment that they may never use again in their professional lives? In each case of this study, learners were tasked with using tools and technologies they could take with them or use independently outside of formal higher education. In the process of using these tools and technologies, learners practiced and developed transferable open and networked literacies.
It is essential that learners have an opportunity to develop and practice open and network literacies to be successful in OEP initiatives. These literacies include knowing what and what not to share, for example personal or sensitive information when working in publically accessible digital spaces. An example provided in the study was a case of a learner oversharing personal information, which demonstrates that learners may not always recognize the implications and potential reach of their personal information when sharing openly. Further, an understanding of the norms of what is appropriate to share, how to engage with an open audience, and how to respond to queries and challenges, are essential for learners being tasked with OEP. These represent emergent literacies for working in the information age. OEP embedded as part of the curriculum provides an opportunity to explore and interrogate open and networked literacies while enabling learners to consider their own philosophy for engaging in this way. This will better prepare learners to contribute to public knowledge in the future by providing them with a chance to experience open publishing in a safe environment.
An additional norm that was challenged involved keeping copies of student work created as part of a course. Universities are often required to keep copies of learner work for at least 1 year following the conclusion of a course. This ensures that learners have an opportunity to appeal a grade received, or access work they submitted within a reasonable timeframe. In many cases, OEP assignments put the ownership of data under the learner's control. If, for instance, learners are creating a portfolio or online resource, they may be the only one with a login to the service they are using. This means that learners may take their work offline, or alter it, after it has been assessed. This could complicate the appeals process, as the work originally assessed may have evolved or changed at the time of appeal. While this issue did not emerge in the interviews, it certainly is something faculty should consider when designing OEP assessments. The risk may be mitigated in keeping a copy of student work, captured by faculty at the time of assessment. This may be done by taking a screenshot, printing, or saving a PDF copy of a web resource. Another approach is to aggregate content from the learner's online resource at the time of assessment, thereby capturing a static copy of the work at the time of import. This issue becomes more challenging when assessing online streaming multimedia, which may be technically challenging to save offline or copy.
If OEP learning designs do become a norm in higher education, a thoughtful approach should be taken. Considering OEP more strategically at the program level can help to ensure learners are being engaged with openness in a way that is timed, framed, and sequenced in an appropriate way. One can imagine that tasking learners with multiple concurrent open assignments could be onerous. Further, if learners are asked to set up reflective spaces for multiple courses, should they be able to use a single portfolio to do so, or would they be required to set up a separate reflective space for each assignment or course? From the learner's perspective, it makes sense to keep all of their open artefacts in a single location, but it can be challenging for faculty to accommodate environments unlike those used by the majority of the class. Challenges such as this suggest a need for a considered and more macro approach when considering engaging learners with OEP.
Interpretive schemes supporting OEP
Participants were asked about how they believed their engagement with OEP aligned with the mission and vision of the university. Olivia cited her university's branding "as the engaged university, I think it's one of the primary goals of this institution to be community engaged. So, I think experimental and public pedagogy in particular align very well." James felt his work with OEP aligned well with the academic plan and the intended institutional graduate outcomes "it's embodying what the university wants to provide and through the graduate attributes: lifelong learning, civic engagement, intellectual and practical skills come into play. And I think open pedagogy can facilitate many, many, many of those." Similarly, Margaret echoed that it is "critical is to be able to find those larger documents, the sustainability plan, your academic plan, and where can you see a direct correlation between what they're asking for and a belief of value that comes with open practices." This suggests that while OEP may be a means to achieving some of the institutional goals outlined in university mission and vision documents, the linkages between rhetoric and practice still need to be further explored. Joanne commented in a similar way, reflecting on her institutional mission and vision, "I don't know how much it's been put in practice." This suggests a need for greater clarity around how specifically faculty can enact the principles found within mission and vision statements in their everyday teaching and learning practices. While Masterman and Chan (2015) argued that openness should be explicitly incorporated into the educational mission of the university, we argue that aspects of openness are already in place in many of these documents. OEP may serve some of the most common visions for our institutions, including open access to knowledge, collaborative learning, and community engagement.
Conversely, participants reflected on how challenging and unfamiliar it can be for learners when creating and sharing their academic work online. Aligned with the recommendations of Wiley and Hilton III (2018) , learners should not be required to share openly or license their works using open licenses. Rather, we can invite learners to share their works and provide them with the tools and literacies to do so appropriately.
The key word there is invite; openness is an invitation to participate and share knowledge resources more widely. The work that learners share ultimately becomes part of their own digital footprint, and how that footprint takes shape should be considered. Where learners are sharing prior to peer or faculty review, there can be opportunity for negative exposure, where a resource is still in progress or unrefined at the time of sharing. Recognizing that learners may be taking upwards of six courses, working parttime, struggling to keep up with assignments, they risk degrading their own digital footprint when also asked to share openly. Furthermore, depending on where and how that artifact is shared may make it more challenging for a learner to unpublish or add more context to work. We should also recognize that our learners may come with sensitivities regarding privacy, where they might need or wish to remain anonymous online. Having realistic conversations with learners about how they might manage their digital footprint is another open and network literacy that several participants sought to address by discussing topics such as digital identity and online presence as part of the curriculum. Alternatively, learners should be made aware that it is possible to share openly while at the same time remaining anonymous or limiting access to specific individuals. This can be done through the use of pseudonyms or by using unlisted links to online resources. As Thomas suggested, "they send me the URL so that their identity can remain private, but their work can remain public." So, while it is possible for learners to share openly, yet anonymously, we may need to offer learners guidance on making that choice and technical help in making it possible.
For faculty, openness as an approach to design has broadened access to resources and presented opportunity for sharing their own pedagogical practices, as more faculty share the resources they create, the way they use these resources to support learning, their best facilitation techniques, or examples of student work shared openly. Openness in practice has created channels for the sharing of pedagogical practice, an opportunity for those seeking inspiration, and ultimately, appears to have led to increasing discourses around teaching and learning on a broader scale. William comments on how being more open has created opportunity for collaboration and the sharing of practice: Openness enacted through practice presents an opportunity for enhanced sharing among colleagues, within and beyond their own department and institution. This can support professional development, networking among colleagues, and foster communities of practice among faculty.
Discussion of the findings
Supporting the findings of McAndrew, Scanlon, and Clow (2010) as well as Petrides, Jimes, and Middleton-Detzner (2010) , the present study found educators using openness as an agent of change and innovation. It seems evident that openness may provide a stimulus to engage in innovative forms of pedagogy, either through having greater access to one another's' practice or through the availability and affordances of emerging tools and technologies. Based on the findings of this study, openness in practice may be framed as one approach to promote technology-enhanced teaching and learning, precipitated on the values of openness rather than specific technologies. This reiterates the need to develop greater awareness of the pedagogical affordances of designing learning using OER, open tools, and open licenses (Masterman & Chan, 2015) .
The innovative pedagogies articulated in this study include: the exploration of open resources made possible through the explicit use, review, and analysis of OER; engaging learners with openness by design by creating knowledge resources from openly licensed works; and the open online publishing of these works for presentation and peer review. These three approaches to OER are presented in Fig. 4 .
Each of these approaches to engaging with OEP require a set of prerequisite literacies and considerations for faculty members and learning designers. In Fig. 4 we have provided examples of these considerations and pedagogical approaches documented for each as found throughout the study. As previously mentioned, these approaches are not mutually exclusive and may be combined or sequenced throughout a course. We contend that the three approaches do provide several options for faculty members considering integrating OEP in their pedagogical repertoire and draw attention to the additional factors to consider.
While the issue of finding the time to engage with OEP has been raised several times in the literature (Allen & Seaman, 2016; De Los Arcos et al., 2014; Kimmons, 2016; Petrides et al., 2011) , this study contributes a more explicit understanding of the ways in which educators described using limited time and resources, and leveraging institutional structures, to engage with OEP. Time and resources are important to consider when considering OEP learning designs, specifically with larger classes, and faculty need to proactively address learner concerns, develop literacies, and support learners while engaging openly.
If OEP learning designs continue to be taken up by faculty in higher education, it would be prudent to consider the frequency and timing in which they take place within an academic program. Taking a holistic lens, and considering the student experience throughout their academic career, OEP activities may be planned to coincide with milestones and other capstones within an academic program. William reflected on this issue, noting that "It has to be well-rounded. There has to be opportunities to express yourself in different ways across a degree and learn to relate to the world that you're Fig. 4 Approaches to OEP documented in this study Paskevicius and Irvine Smart Learning Environments (2019) 6:23 going to be stepping into as well." William suggested that he felt assured that his use of OEP was appropriate, as he was confident that learners were doing more traditional assessment tasks in other courses. However, if OEP do become more common practice across the institution, he reflected "if it ever got to that point -I'd say 'okay kids time for a term paper'." This quote suggests an assumption that more traditional teaching and learning approaches default to closed access, while one could argue that a term paper could just as well be shared as an online document, blog post, or multimedia artefact. Again this brings us back to Clark (1994) , as it is now possible to share resources from within the same environments in which those resources are created, blurring the lines between design and delivery technologies. This quote also represents an increasingly common assumption that OEP is a combination of open in terms of access and open representing a more flexible inquiry-based pedagogy. This suggests the importance of a delineation of boundaries for terminology so that the semantics around access and pedagogical strategies are clear.
Conclusion
While a significant amount of research has been conducted to measure the efficacy of OER and open textbooks as learning resources by exploring outcomes and grade point averages, little has been done to measure the impact of openness on learning design and how this impacts the teaching and learning practices of faculty members, as well as the learner experience in being engaged in this way. Like others, we believe researchers should focus on exploring how, and if, openness might stimulate innovation in teaching and learning, to what extent it provides greater autonomy for both learners and educators, how it contributes to the professionalization of teaching, and if it can be used to equip learners with the skills and literacies necessary for engaging in a more open society (Kimmons, 2016; Masterman, 2016) . What is perhaps most needed are detailed case studies of OEP, represented through learning designs, traces of which have been contributed as part of this research. Similar to Littlejohn and Hood (2016) , this study reinforces the need for longitudinal studies which interrogate how faculty develop and enact OEP learning designs, the specific knowledge artefacts developed therein, and the subsequent impact on student learning.
Increasingly, it would appear that open education is encouraging more faculty to share and collaborate on approaches to teaching and learning using open technologies. Openness has certainly made teaching and learning resources and practices more discoverable, accessible, and reusable, and those affordances have encouraged the sharing and reflection of practice among communities of educators. Gradually, this appears to be resulting in emerging conceptualizations and the ongoing reformation of teaching and learning. As a consequence, participants in this study were discovering and testing out active and engaged pedagogies in their pursuit of openness and in doing so also engaging their learners as open practitioners. This study found evidence that OEP can support a more active role for the learner, develop open/networked literacies, forge pathways to community-engaged learning, and create opportunities for enhanced professional development. We believe this paper contributes some practical ways for faculty members to consider the integration of OEP from a learning design perspective.
